
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 053 852 RC 005 545

AUTHOR
TITLE
INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
NOTE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

Patella, Victoria M.
How Mexican Is a Spanish-Speaking Mexican American?
Texas A and M Univ., College Station. Texas
Agricultural Experiment Station.
Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C.
Aug 71
49p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Rural Sociological Society, Denver, Colorado, August
1971

EDRS Price MF-$0.65 HC Not Available from EDRS.
Bilingualism, Ethnic Stereotypes, Family
(Sociological Unit), *Followup Studies, *Grade 10,
Identification (Psychological), *Language Usage,
*Mexican Americans, *Sociocultural Patterns,
Sociolinguistics, Spanish Speaking
Texas

To investigate the validity of language usage as an
indicator of identification with the Mexican American subculture,
this study hypothesized that greater use of Spanish than English
would be correlated with characteristics consistent with the ideal,
typical, Mexican American family in terms of family of orientation
and aspirations for future family of procreation. Data from Kuvlesky
and Patella's 1967 study of about 600 Mexican American high school
sophomores in South Texas (cf. related document, ED 040 777) were
used. With a few exceptions, the hypothesis was not supported;
however, the exceptions indicated that language usage may well be
correlated with certain attitudes, behaviors, and other subtle
characteristics that cannot be known without further investigation.
Implications were drawn for theory, past and future research,
methodology, and social policy, particularly in the educational realm
(e.g., teachers must not assume that language usage patterns indicate
other aspects of the student's attitudes and values). [Not available
in hard copy due to marginal legibility of original document].
(Author/BO)



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG
INATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU
CATION POSITION OR POLICY

HOW MEXICAN IS A SPANISH-SPEAKING

MEXICAN AMERICAN?*

Victoria M. Patella
Texas AM University

Abstract

RECEIVED

AUG 30 1971
NMS U

E. R .1. C.

C'NJ This study follows up on Kuvlesky and Patella's earlier paper, "Strength

11-1
of Ethnic Identification and Intergenerational Mobility Aspirations among

vQ Mexican American Youth" (1970), which was based upon two assumptions:

pc\ Parsons' description of the Mexican American subculture as particularistic-

Lr1 ascriptive, and the validity of language usage as an indicator of ethnic
identification. They hypothesized that degree of ident.ification with the
Mexican American subculture (as measured by language usage) is inversely

CD related to desire for upward intergenerational mobility.. The first of
these two assumptions being considered valid, this study examines the
second, which, though widely accepted by sociolinguists, has been
challenged occasionally. The aim here is to determine the correlation
between language usage, as indicated by an index of use of Spanish versus
use of English in a variety of situations, and other presumed indicators
of ethnicity for the Mexican American subculture. These indicators of
ethnicity are in two areas: characteristics of family of orientation and
aspirations for future family of procreation. It was hypothesized that
characteristics in these two areas which are consistent with. the ideal
typical Mexican American family would be correlated with a high index of
language usage, that is, with greater use of Spanish than English. This

study used the Kuvlesky and Patella data from a 1967 study of about 600
Mexican American high school sophomores in South Texas. With a few
exceptions, the hypothesis was not supported. It was concluded that in
general language usage is not a valid indicator of ethnicity as it is
described by tha indicators used here. The exceptions indicate that
language usage may well be correlated with certain attitudes, behaviors
and other subtle characteristics, but the precise identity of these
can not be known without further investigation; they can by no means
be assumed as. they often are. Implications are drawn for theory, past
and future research, methodology, and social policy, particularly in
the educational realm.

*Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Rural Sociological. Society,
Denver, August, 1971. This research was supported by the Texas Agricultural
Experiment. Station as &contribution to its research project H- 2611.. This

project contributes to USDA, CSRS regional research project S-61, "Human
Resource Development a,a Mobility in the Rural South."
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THE PROBLEM

This study sterns from the, unexpected outcome of an investigation

by Kuvlesky and Patella (1D70) dealing with intergenerational mobil-

ity aspirations of Mexican American youth. Kuvlesky and Patella hy-

pothesized that the more strongly an individual identified with the

escriptive mother culture (identification was measured by an index

of Spanish language use), the less likely he would be to desire up-

ward mobility. The hypothesis, based upon Parsons' description of

the Mexican American subculture as particularistic-ascriptive,and

upon the validity of lanouage usage as an indicator of ethnic iden-

tification, was not. upheld'. As the former assumption still seems

a reasonable one, the latter is being questioned here. The nyor)-

thesis under test is the following: Relative use of the Spanish

language versus the English language is directly correlated with

identification with the ethnic subculture.

REVIEW Of LITERATURE

The literature must be examined in two areas:. language usage

in relation to culture, and the nature of the Mexican American

subculture. With respect to the first of these, sociolinguistic

and sociological theorists and researchers have long assumed that,

language usage patterns of bilingual groups of people directly

reflect people's relative involvement with the ethnic mother cul-

ture and the second culture. Joshua Fishman (1966:25), in his

comprehensive theoretical and empirical study of language loyalty
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of various ethnic groups in the United States, generally equates

maintenance of the mother tongue with identification with the eth-

nic subculture. Likewise do numerous other theorists (Kroeher,

1964:vii; Christian and Christian, 1966:303; Leach, 1956:32; Hoijer,

1964:456). Empirical investigators as well generally assume that

language usage is a valid indicator or ethnic identification (Lam-

bert, 1966:403; Heller, 1961:31; Hisyden, 1966; Kloss, 1956:212).

However, their basic assumption has been challenged occasionally,

and has been proved to be invalid for many ethnic subgroups around

the world. Often ethnic identity and unity and maintenance of the

mother tongue have been separated so that one exists without the

other. Kloss (19521212) points out a possible reason for this: "A

high degree or ethnic pride and self-reliance may, at first glance,

seem definitely favorable to language. maintenance. Actually these

characteristics may hasten the process or assimilation since they

may lead to the view that group life can be maintained without lin-

guistic continuity." Examples of cases in which language and ath-

nicity have gbrie their separate ways may be found in Johnston (1965:

449), Weinreich (1953:100), Fishman and tahirny (1954), Hohenthal

and McCorkle (1955:283 -30D) and many others. An extensive body of

literature explores the numerous variables which effect lan-guage

choice at a given moment or in terms or general patterns or usage.

Fishman provides a useful (although not complete) synthesis of these

in his schema of domains or language usage (Figure 1).

The literature on the Mexican American subculture is primarily

3
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descriptive and subjective to date, but the picture it provides is

quite consistent. This review will Focus on tiose aspects of the

subculture which will form the foundation for the specific empiri-

cal hypotheses of this study; due to the limitations or the data,

it will center on the Family. To begin, the source of the culture,

and a prima force in its maintenance, is Mexico (Cdmonson, 1957:

Gonzalez, 1967:29). Parsons describes the culturb as particu-

laristic-ascriptive (1951:200) and thus very traditionalistic. The

ties to Family overshadow ail others (Rubel, 1966:55). The prin-

ciple of male dominance is basic (1966:59) and the father is the

center of authority and responsibility (Christian and Christian,

1966:302). The ethic of "machismd' is central to the upbringing of

the young boy (Heller, 1969:35). It is an imaga of the ideal male

which 'includes sexual prowess, physical stranoth, adventurousnss

and courage, male dominance, self-confidence and verbal articula-

tion." But, according to Christian and Christian,

The division of labor bet w'en the saxes is sharply defined.
It is not considered propeY: for women t.: work outside the
home or for men to eneage in household activities... The
Mexican woman traditionally had nc other concept or her role
or function than as a housekeeper with children (1966:302).
Since she rarely uses effective methods of birth control,
it is expected that she will bear children reoularly, leav-
ing no time for work outside the home even were it other-
wise permissible (1966:305).

Likewise "the girl is train-ad for the home, the boy for the world

(Tuck, 1946:124). Catholicism continues to be the: predominant

religion and to exert a powerful influence on the Family (Heller,

1966:17-19), The I'Aexican American is typically traditionalistic
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in his religion as in other realms of his life, and thus the church's

proscription:of use of birth control measures is followed carefully

and families tend to be large. Likewise divorce is proscribed (Gon-

zalez, 1969:129). Education is not stressed in the subculture, and

is recommended even less for girls than for boys.(Ruhel, 1966:62).

SOURCE AND COLLECTION OF DATA*

The data were collected in the spring of 1967 in two south-

west Texas counties - Dimmit and Maverick - and two South Texas

counties - Starr and Zapata. The subjects were sophomores in the

seven high schools of these counties. These counties were selec-

ted for the larger research project in that the populations were

predominantly Mexican American, economically depressed and predom-

inantly rural and/or non-metropolitan. They are especially appro-

priate to this study as they are on or near the Mexican border,

and thu.s the subjects are in a position to identify with either

culture. There is a great deal of variability among the seven

schools in terms of size, curricula offered, nature of the stu-

dents, and many other characteristics. The youth interviewed for

this study comprised nine-tenths of those enrolled in the seven

schools at the time. High school sophomores were used in order to

Information concerning the source and collection of data is
drawn from the thesis of David W. Wright, Jr. (1968).
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provide maximwil comparability with other related studies.

The schedule utilized in this study was pretested during the

summer or 1965 on selected Negro and white male and female high

school students in Bryan and College Station, Texas. An 18-palie

revised schedule was administered to high school students in se-

lected East Texas counties, and in two other Southern states in

the spring or 1966. The schedule was then revised to the final

12-page Form employed in the collection of data for the study or

which this study is a part. The data collection took place in May,

1957, and was performe6 by means of group interviews conducted by

trained t raduate students in the selected schools, The interview -

ers were introduced to the subjects as representatives or Texas A4N

University who were studying youth in Texas. One or the interview-

ers read each question aloud as the respondents answE!rad on the

questionnaire. Both tha respondents and the school officials wer?

informed beforehand that all responses would be confidential: names

and addresses or the respondents were collected only for the use

or the researchers. Administration or the questionnaire took From

35 to 70 minutes, with the pace being altered as appropriate For

each group or interviewees. The subjects included all students pre-

sent on the day or the interview (669 of the 755 sophomores) who

were identified as Mexican American by means or four items on the

questionnaire. There were 290 males and 305 females.

7
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FRAMEWORK

As mentioned above this data involves only certain aspects of

family. The two m,jor areas of consideration are the following:

1) Characteristics of the family of orientation, in particular,

contact with Mexico, roles of the parents end working of women out-

side the home, divorce, and education; and 2) Aspirations for fu-

ture family of procreation, in particular, importance of family

relative to other goals and involvements, desire to marry, idea.).

family si za, and working of women outside the home. The basic

assumption in each case will be that an individual who is from a

more typical Mexican American family or who aspires to have a more

typical Mexican American family of his own would be more strongly

identified with the subculture than an individual who is from a less

typical Mexican American family pr who aspires to have a less typical

one. In accordance with the hypothesis beingitt.sted here, the for-

mer individual would have a stronoer preference for Spanish than the

latter.

INDICATORS ANO MEASUREMENTS*

LartguaRLUsa_ge

Respondents were asked six questions concerning their use of

language: 1) Dm you seat: Spanish? 2) What larouage do you usually

use when speaking with your parents? What language' do you usu-

*Allinstrumente may be found at the conclusion of the paper.
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ally use when talking with your close friends in your neighborhood?

4) What language do you usually use when speaking with your close

friends outside of class? 5) How many of the radio programs you

listen to are hroadcast in Spanish? and 6) How many or the magazines

and newspaners which you read are in Spanish? Fishman's schema pro-

vides a basis for evaluatino the extent to which the available data

on language usage may be expected to tap the universe (figure 1).

As the filled boxes indicate, in this study which did nut differen-

tiate among situations, the data comprise only 8 cells (or 8 blocks

of 3 cells each). The data are thus somewhat limited, being heav-

ily weighted in favor of the speaking medium over reading, with wri-

ting totally neglected. They include both comprehension and produ;-

tion roles, with some emphasis on comprehension, but completely ne-

glect the inner role. However, they jo include four or the six

domains.

It was decided to combine the five indicators of language usagP

(excluding the first question) into an index to allow broader gene:

alization. Contrary to the method used by Kuvlesky and Patella (1370)

which weighted all five items equally, it was decitled that it would

be less arbitrary to weight the interaction context (the first three

of the five items) equally against the non-interaction context .(the

last two). A preliminary analysis of inter-item correlations was

performed in order to determine whether or not any two items might

be tapping the same things (Table 1-4), and thus to avoid eiving un-

due weight to some -aspect in one or the halves of the index. The

9
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Table 1. Numbers of Respondents Giving Each of the
Possible Pairs of Responses to'Items 29b,
Language Used with Parents and 29c, Language
Used with Close Friends in Neighborhood.

29c

29b Response
1 2 3 Total

Response
1 22 1 12 35

2 20 205 163 388

3 41 32 100 173

Total 83 238 275 596

X2 = 13Be73*

Table 2. Numbers of Respondents Giving Each of the
Possible Pairs or Responses to Items 29b,
language Used with Parents, ano 29d, Language
Used with Close Friends Outside Class.

29d

Response
1

2

3

Total

X-
2 = 99.6*

Response
1

31

60

66

157

2

1

114

12

127

29d

3 Total

7 39

197 371

108 1E16

312 596

*This value is significant at PC.01.

10
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Table 3. Numbers of Respondents Giving Each of the
Possible PaIs of Responses to Items 29c,
Language Used with Close Friends in Neigh-
borhood, and 29d, Language Used with Friends
Outside Class

29d

29b Response
1 2 3 Total

Response
1 63 1 18 82

2 22 100 108 238

3 72 18 185 276

157 127 312 596Total

X
2 405*

Table 4. Numbers of Respondents Giving Each of the
Possible Pairs of Responses to Items 30,
Radio Programs Listened to, and 31, Maga-
zines and Newspapers Read.,

30 Response
1

31

2 3 or 4 Total

Response

1 128

2 170

3 or 4 33

Total 331

X-2 = 196.54*

23

146

67

236

*This value is significant at P4.01.

11

2

3

24

26

153

319

124

596
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interaction items, the first three, were examined for correlation

in pairs, and the two non-interaction items against each other. On

the basis of the chi-square values obtained, all of which were ex-

tremely high, it was concluded that there was a high dependence a -

mong all the first three items and a high dependence also between

the fourth and firth items. Thus the index was formulated by drawing

half of its weight from the first three items and half from the last

two.

Familx: Characteristics of Family of Orientation

The areas of ethnicity to be investioated and the specific items

measuring them are examined hare.

Contact with Mexico: "Where were your parents born? (give the

town and state. )" The assumption here is that an individual both

of whose parents were born in Mexi.co would have greater contact

with the culture, would identify more strongly with it, and thus

would use more Spanish than an individual both or whose parents were

born in the United States. An individual one or whose parents was

born in Mexico and one in the United States would fall in between.

Roles or the parents and working or women outside the home: (1)

"Whd is the major money earner in the family?" It was assumed that

an individual whose father is the major money earner would be more

strongly identified with the subculture and would use more Spanish

than an individual for whom the major money earner in the family

was anyone else (given that the father is living). (2) "Is your

father (or stepfather) presently employed outside the home ?" Here

12
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the assumption is that an individual whose father is working or

looking for work would be more strongly identified with the subcul-

ture and would use more Spanish than an individual whose father is

not. (z) "Is your mother (or stepmother) presently employed out-

side the home?" The assumption in this case is that an individual

whose mother is riot working or looking for work would be more strongly

identified with the subculture and would use more Spanish than an

individual whose mother is working or looking for work.

Divorce: "What is the marital status of your mother and father?"

Here it is assumed that of the individuals both or whose parents are

living, one whose parents are living together would be most stronoly

identified with the subculture and would use most Spanish, one whose

parents are separated would be less identified and would use less

Spanish, and one whose parents were divorced would be least identi-

fied and would use least Spanish.

Education: "What was the highest school grade completed by your

father and mother?" In this case it was assumed that an individual

whose father had more education than his mother would be most iden-

tified with the subculture and would use most Spanish, one whose

parents had equal amounts, less so, and one whose mother had more

education than his father, least of all.

family: Aspirations For Future Family of Procreation

Importance of family_relative to othel_abals and involvements:

Respondents were asked to rank a series of life goals, and it was

assumed that the closer to "1" the rank assigned to the goal "to

13
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get married and raise a family," the more identified with tha sub-

culture the individual, and the more Spanish he would use.

Desire to marry.: "Do you want to get married soma day?" Here

the assumption is that an individual who wants to marry or is mar-

ried would be, more identified with the subculture and use more Span-

ish than an individual who does not want to marry.

Ideal family_size; "How many children do you want? It was as-

sumed in this case that the more children an individual wanted, the

more he identified with the subculture and the more Spanish he would

use.

Workingclf women outside the home: For girls, "What do you want

to do about work outside the home after you are married?" and for

boys, "If you get married would you want your wife to work outside

the home?" It is assumed hare that an individual who did not want

the wife to work at all would be most identified with the subculture

and would use most Spanish, with responses of willingness for the

wife, to work increasing amounindicLino successively lass identi-

fication, and less UST of Spanish.

Controls and Statistical. Analysis*

Pecausa language usage is known to be influenced by a multituJe

of variables, it waa ognsidere4 imporant to control as many of these

as possible. Available in the data, and selected for consideration

as tentative controls either because of the sampling procedure used

* The computer prgGram used for the central analysis was the
GLHYP, Version 3.01/6Q. For the main analysis, the Zerbe. Least
Squares was Q/SR.d.

14
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in collecting the data or on the basis of their theoretical impor-

tance were the following variables: sex, county, place of residence

(city, town, country-non-farm, farm), and high school. A Riedwyl

Goodness of Fit Test for normality of the data (Table 5) indicated

that the use of the parametric analysis of variance would be valid

here. It was concluded on the basis of the Anova (Table 6) that sex

and county should be statistically controlled. However, only the

sex variable will be incorporated into the discussion as county is

presumed to have no theoretical importance. The Anova will be used

also in the main analysis.

RESULTS

Characteristics of Family of Orientation

Birthplace of parents

The F-test (Table 9) yielded a value significant at a very high

level for both sexes (for males, .001.?P'.0005; for females, P.0005).

The table of means shows that for both males and females, the mean

index of language use decreases from left to right. The magni-

tude of the significant difference in means in index points is not

especially great for the males (1.5 index points) but is quite large

for the Females (4 index points). Thus the significant differences

found by the F --test exist in the direction predicted by the hypo-

thesis, and the general hypothesis of a correlation between pre-

ference or Spanish and identification with the subculture is upheld

in this case.



Table 5. Riedwyl Goodness of Fit Test: Frequency
Distribution for Index by Sex.

Index

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Total

2 1

n Tn = 31 = 05

Males Females Total

5 13 18
7 16 23
9 12 21

3 7 10
19 24 43
16 14 30
39 35 74
27 31 58
43 36 79

19 28 47
45 29 74
7 . 15 22

31 18 49
1 3 4

12 12 24
0 0 0

6 8 14

289 301 590

15

Note: In this table and in the frequency and per-
centage distribution tables in the Appendix,
there are no respondents with an index
value of 19. This is because such a value
is an arithmetic impossibility given that
the three possible code values are 1, 3,

and 5, and the weighting of the items in
the index which was utilized.

1The hypothesis of normality could not be rejected
as this value was not found to be statistically signif-
icant.

16
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Table 6. Analysis of Variance
Language Usage.

Source of Variation DF

With Respect to

SS MS

Index of

Sex 1 90.1521 .90.15 7.28 1

County 3 172.063 57.35 4.63
2

High School in County 3 73.9465 24.65 1.99
3

Place of Residence 3 71.2038 23.73 1.92
4

Pooled Interactions 38 522.825 13.76 1.11

Within 541 6697.98 12.38

Total 589 7635.33 12.96

1 The sex variable was found to be significant at
a level of .01>P>.005.

2The county variable was found to be significant
at a level of .005>P>.001.

3The high school in county variable was found to
be not significant for P = .10.

4 The place of residence variable was found to be
not significant for P = .10.

17
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Major money earner

The F-test (Table 9) failed to yield a significant statistic

for either males or females, and thus the hypothesis was not up,

held by the data for either.

Employment of the father

The F-test (Table 10) indicates a rather highly significant

difference between the two treatments for the males (.05>P>.025)

but. the table of means indicates that the difference is in the di-

rection contrary to that predicted by the hypothesis. The mean

index or language usage is higher for those respondents whose Fa-

ther is not working or looking for work, rather than the reverse.

For the females, there was also a significant difference found

between the two groups, and the difference is in the direction pre-

dicted by the hypothesis. However, as the table of means Oempn-

sErates, the magnitude of the difference is small (only about .4q

index points). This difference is not considered to be meaningful.

Thus the hypothesis is not supported by the females and is strongly

contradicted by the males.

EmElapent of the mother

The F-test (Table 11) yielded a significan value of the statis-

tic for the males (.10).05). The table of means supports this

result in that the mean index or language usage is higher For those

respondents whose mothFr is not working or looking for wDrk than

for the others. This significant difference, though not especially

large (1 index paint), is thus in the direction predicted by the

18
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hypothesis. The value of r yielded by the data of the females was

not significant. Thus in this case, the hypothesis is supported

by the males but not by the females.

Marital status of parents

The F' --test (Table 12) yielded a significant value of F for both

males and females (.10)p>.05). Put as before, the table of means

shows the significant difference to be not in the pattern predicted

by the hypothesis. According to the hypothesis, the mean indices

of language use should decrease from left to right across the

table. However, as shown in the table, the lowest mean index was

achieved by those males whose Parents are separated, and the inter-

mediate value or the mean index, by those whose parents are divorced.

The highest mean index, on the other hand, was achieved is predicted

by those whose parents are living together. Thus the hypothesis was

not supported by either males or females, although it should be noted

that the group of males who paretns are living together did sup-

port the hypothesis. However., the difference between their mean in-

dex and that of the. males whose (parents are divorced (.57 index points)

would probably not be shown to he. significant.

Relative education of parents

The F-test (Table 13) on this item yielded a statistic for the

males which was not significant. For the females, the statistic

was highly sicinificant. (.025iP>A11). Howaver, once again examina-

tion of the table of means indicates that the sicjnificant diffFrance

found between the treatments is not in the direction predicted by

19
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the hypothesis. Rather, the highest mean index is that of the

"Equal amounts" category of respondents. Likewise contradictory

to the hypothesis is the fact that of the other two categories,

that of "Mother's education greater" has a higher mean than "Fa-

ther's education greater." Thus the data for neither the males

nor the females support the hypothesis.

Aspirations for Future Family or Procreation

Relative importance of family.

The F-test (Table 14) in this case yielded a significant result

for the males (.10>PX05). However, the mean indices for the males

increase with gre4t. regularity From left to right, that is, in the

direction opposite to that predicted by the hypothesis. The F' -value

for females was not significant. Thus the data, in this case do not

support the hypothesis for either sex.

Desire to marry

Likewise in this case, the F --test (Table 1E) railed to yield

significant result for either males or Females. Thus the data Fail

to support the hypothesis.

Desire of males far wife to work

The F-tes (Table lo) failed to yiE1d a significant statistic

and the hypothesis was not supTorted.

Desire or females to work after marriaoe

In contrast, the F-test (Table 17) in this case yielded a rather

highly significant value (.025>py.o1). As -well, the table of means

shows this difference to be in the direction predicted, fairly
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large (2.5 index points) and highly regular as well. The values

For the mean index decrease From left to right as the involvement

with work of the Females increases, thus supporting the hypothesis.

Ideal Family size

The F-test (Table 10) yielded a rather highly significant result

For the males (.025>Pj.01). Examination of tne table of means de-

monstrates that this difference is generally in the direction pre-

dicted by the hypothesis and is quite large. The smallest ideal

Family size (1 child) category has likewise the lowest mean index

of language usage. The values tnen jump sharply to about 12, in-

crease to about 13 at the Family size 5, and generally stay there,

with one exception (7 children). It should be noted, however, that

this category has only 3 respondents jn it. Thus this data For the

males may be said to support the hypothesis. The F-test For the

Females likewise yielded a highly signiricant result (,05YP>.D25)

but examination of the table of means shows that this sionificance

w3s probably produced in great part by the value in the category

"7", where the mean index is the highest possible, 2[i. This cate-

gory, though, contairns only one respondent, and if it is ignored,

the predicted trend still does not exist; there is no semblance of

a regular increase in the value of the mean index From let to right.

Thus while the data of the male. does support the hypothesis, that

or the females does not.
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Summary

The results are complex, and are therefore summarized in Table

19. In general the hypothesis was not supported by this data. The

following cases, however; were exceptions to that pattern and did

support the hypothesis:

1. Birthplace of parents; males and females
2. Employment of the mother; males
3. Desire or females to work after marria
4. Ideal family size; males

The magnitude of the significant difference found in these cases

varied from a small one in the second instance to a quite large

one in the fourth.

CONCLUSIONS AND DIPLICATIONS

As always in the face of an unsupported hypothesis, many questions

must be asked before it is concluded that the hypothesis actually

does not reflect reality. As was pointed out, the indicators of

both language usage and or ethnicity may be questioned in the extent

to which they tap the varied universe. Rut even in view of their

limitations, they seem to be Fairly well constructed and straioht-

For ward. Therefore, until the knowledge or the Mexican American

subculture is rendered more objective, until better indicators or

ethnicity are developed, and until the measurement of lanouage usage

is more refined, it will be concluded that the hypothesis under test

here simply does not reflect t.eality; language usage is not a valid

indicator or ethnic identification.

The exceptions must be explored, however. In the case. oF
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"Birthplace of parents," the explanation may lie in the fact that

the indicator of contact with Mexico is simply too gross to be

valid. However, it may also be that this indicator is more firmly

founded in sociolinguistic theory concerning how the young acquire

their culture than otheis. In that case the contr,isting results

obtained for it and the majority or the other indicators would

bring into question the current understanding of the subculture.

Until that understanding is imprOved, however, the first explanation

will have to be accepted.

The exceptional case "Employment of mother" for the males was

based upon the same assumptions as were the items "Major money

earner" and "Employment of rabher." The most reasonable explana-

tion for the difference in result lies in the probability that males

and Fema4es do not respond to the "machismo" ethic in the same way.

It may be that the employment or the mother challenges the young

male, in whom the notion of male dominance is firmly ingrained, in

a way that it does not challange the female. Her role as future

mother and homemaker is not undermined by her mother's working,

while the role or the male is severel undercut. The same result

might have been obtained in the case or "Najor money earner" had

the "Mother" category" been separated from the oeneral "tither."

The unemployment of the father may be seen as involuntary an3 thus

carry no implications for either males or females. Thus in the

case or "Employment of mother," because of. the particular strain

involved for the male, langu8ge use could be used as an indicator
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of the male's identification with the subculture.

The case of "Pesire of females to work" involves aspirations

rather than ascribed characteristics. In this instance the Female

has been Forced to place 'herself in response categories, and has

thus put herself under an active strain in her relation to the sub-

culture, much as occurred with the males in the former case. She

is actively contradicting the subculture by desiring to work after

marriage, and thus her language usage is an indicator of her ethnic

identification. The males are not so intensely involved with this

problem because they are placing their future wives, not themselves,

in categories, and, even in view of the "machismo" ethic, are thus

more passive participants.

In the case of "Ideal Family size" as well, it seems that males

and females should not have been expected to respond in the same

way to the culture. It may be here that the male has a stake in

a large family which the female does not. The larger his family,

the greater the proof ofhis virility, of his "machismo." The fe-

male not only ii not affected by this consideration, but as she will

have almost sole responsibility for the rearing of her family, she

may be tempted to limit the size of her family, in spite of the

Catholic proscription of birth control.

These four exceptional cases, then, all provide instances in

which language may be used as a valid indicator of ethnicity, for

various, reasons. The fact that they were exceptional emphasizes

the fact that langu.Tge usage is not generally valid, and only through

detailed empirical investigation may the cases where this is pos-
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sibly be ferreted out. The culture is simply too complex to be

dealt with otherwise.

The implications of this conclusion for sociolinguistic theory

are appafent: the naive notion of the general validity of language

usage as an indicator of ethnicity must be abandoned, and replaced

by a more sophisticated approach which would involve investigation

of each individual bilingual subculture before use of language in

this way. The effect or language usage upon such things as mobility

should be, explurad theoretically, with attention to the following

areas: 1) Relative use of Spanish and English in various domains;

and 2) English language ability, regardless or amount of use.

The implications of the conclusion here relative to the Kuvlesky

and Patella study (1970) is that, until the subculture is understood

more thoroughly, their results and those or similar stud,ies (i.e.

Nall, 1961) should be interpreted in a less sweeping sense. As was

remarked above, language usage, though not generally applicable as

an indicator of ethnicity, is still a meaningful variable in its

own right. The knowledge that the eXpected negative c.3rrelation be-

tween .language usage and mobility aspirations does not exist extends

our understanding or the subculture and demands further investigation

of it. Future research should focus upon 1) language usage, seek-

ing to determLna how it is best tapped for this subculture in par-

ticular, and for bilingual subcultures in general, and 2) ethnicity,

aiming to discover empirically just what are the salient aspects

of the Mexican American subculture, the "true" indicators or ethnic
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identification, both tepavioral, and non-behavioral. This latter

area is a very promising but largely unexplored one. methodology,

as well, should focus on these two areas, as innovative new tools

for both are desperately needed.

The most direct social applicatioe of the findings or this study

is to the educational world, a critical one today for many Mexican

AMarican youngsters, as well as members of other bilingual minor-

ities such as the Indians. Teachers must nr.) longer assume that be-

cause they perceive the ,language usage patterns of their students,

they are equipped is extrapolate them to all other aspects of the

students' attitudes and values. It may well be found ultimately

that, for given subculture, language is a powerful correlate of

many aspects of individual's outlook and behavior. However, at

this .'oiht in time, the nature of, those correlations is riot known.

Therefore no teacher attempting to deal with a bilingual youncster

sh)uld assume that because "Juan" is very quiet except with his

friends, and then he speaks only Spanish, he necessarily has any

particular set of attitudes concernin9 his own ethnicity or toward

the dominant culture. The interaction of lanyuage end culture is

a complex one. The rollowine case may well exist: one particular

youngster may speak predominantly Spanish, consider himself more

Olexi can than lmerican, and reject certain aspects or Anclo culture

while adapting othei-s. A second youngster nay speak predominantly

onglish, and yet have Exactly the same conformation of attitudes

as the other. LikE_tois_.twio students may use just the same amount
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of Spanish and have widely differing outlooks on life. Teachers

today, given the state of knowledge on tha subject, simply cannot

claim to understand their students' values, attitudes and behavior

patterns just be hearino the language that comes out of their mouths;

teachers must maintain open minds. Too often in the past minority

youngsters have become victims of a selffulfilling prophecy made

by the teacher concerning their probable success in the school

(Deutsch, 1967). This unfortunate waste can be decreased signifi-

cantly if' teachers can manage to free themselves of ill-founded

stereotypes such as those based on language usage. The implications

for employers of Mexican Americans parallel those for teachers.

More generally, these rEsults point toward the need for social

policy, particularly in education, to direct itself toward giving

the people or Nexican American heritage an even chance in this so--

city. In the past the schools have perpetrated a misguided effort

to force acculturation upon the members or this subculture (as well

as others). Ps a result, acculturation has occurred to a high degree;

witness the hi 'h mobility aspirations held by Mexican American youth

in spite of the particularistic-ascriptive nature or the subculture

(Juarez, 1968). However, this acculturation has bean achieved at

the price or great violence to both a rich cultural heritage and to

the individuals who should be its proud bearers. (Needless to say,

there is a certain bias on the part or the authDr colorin.g this

evaluation. eut unless one believes that cultural subgroups in this

country must be forced to blend in with dominant culture to the
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point of rendering themselves indistinguishable from its other mem-

bers, the bias is not an extreme one.) In the past many educators

have opposed bilingual education for fear that teaching of the Span-

ish language, and of the culture, would prevent acculturation (An-

dersson, 1969:72). However, this study has demonstrated that lan-

guage is not a reliable predictor of ethnic identification, or of

any attitudes or beliefs we know of yet, so educators should not

fear bilingual education on these grounds. Moreover, the accultu-

ration which has begun will surely continue, and there is much rea-

son to believe that were the education A. experience of young Mexi-

can Americans made more meaningful for them, they would achieve

greater success in Anglo schools, and thus in the Anglo society

(Spilerman, 1971:114). Bilingual education, then, should be encour-

aged and expanded, and the sooner the better, with the goal being to

provide bilingual educ3tion for all interested Mexican American

youth, and members of other s.Jbcultures as well.
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INSTRUMENTS

Mexican American Identity and Language Usage

28. Are you of Spanish-American ancestry? (Circle

one number.)

1 Yes 2 No

29. a) Do you speak Spanish? (Lircle one number.)

1 Yes 2 Nc

, If you answered yes, you do speak Spanish,

answer the following questions;

b) What language do you usually use when speaking

with your parents? (Circle one number.)

1 English 2 Spanish 3 About the
same amount
of both

c) What language do you usually use when talking

with your close friends in your neighborhood?

(Circle one number.)

1 English 2 Spanish 3 About the
'same amount
of both
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d) What language do you usually use when

speaking with your close school friends

outside the class? (Circle one number.)

1 English 2 Spanish 3 About the
same of
both

30. How many of the radio programs you listen to

are broadcast in Spanish?

1 None 2 Some 3 More-than-half 4 All

31. How many of the magazines and newspapers which

you read are in Spanish?

1 None 2 Some 3 More-than half 4 All

Characteristics of Family of Orientation

32. Where were your parents born? (give the town

and state.)

Mother

Father

25. Who is the major money earner in the family?

(Circle one number):

1 Father

2 Mother

3 Brother or sister

44
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4 Other (Who?

5 Insurance, social security, or something

like this

24. Is your father (or stepfather) presently

employed outside the home? (Circle one number):

1 Yes, full-time

2 Yes, part time

3 No, but is looking for work

4 No, does rot work a.nd is not lookir.g for

work outside the home

5 Have no father or stepfather

6 Don't know

23. Is your mother (c... stepmother) presently

employed outside the home? (Circle one number):

1 Yes, full-time

2 Yes, part-time

3 No, but is looking for work

4 No, does not work and is not looking for

work outside the home

5 Naye no mother or stepmother

6 Don't know

A
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20. What is the marital status of your mother and

father? (Circle one number):

1 Both alive, living together

2 Both alive, separated

3 Both alive, divorced

4 Father not living

5 Mother nt,c, living

6 Neither father nor mother living

22. What was the highest school grade completed by

your father and mother? (Circle one number

fcr father and one number for mother.)

Father Mother

1 Did not go to school 1

2 Grade 1 - 7 2

3 Eighth grade 3

4 Some high school but didn't

graduate

4

5 Graduated from high school 5

6 Went to Vocc,tional School

after graduating from high

suhcal

6

7 Some college but didn't grade-

ate

7

8 College graduate (4 years) 8
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9 Don't know 9

Aspirations for Future Family of Procreation

27. Listed below are a number of things that most

young people look forward to. Rank them in

order of their importance to you. For the one

you think is most important put a number 1 in

front of it; for the next most important one

put a number 2; and so on until you have a

different number (from 1 to 7) for each one.

Read over the entire list before answering

the question.

To have lots of free time to do what I

want.

To get all the education I want.

To earn as much money as I can.

To get the job I want most.

To live in the kind of place I like best.

To have the kind of house, car, furniture,

and other things like this I want.

fo get married and raise a family.

CHECK YOUR ANSWERS! You should have used each number

from 1 to 7 only one time and you should have a

number in each blank space.
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8. (a) Do you want to get married some day?

(Circle one number):

1 Yes 2 No 3 Already married

(b) How many children do you want?

G-3 (a) What do you want to (b) What do you actu-

do about work outside ally expect to do

the home after you are

married? (Circle one

number.)

46

about work outside

the home after you

are married?

(Circle one number.)

Want. Expect

1 Not work outside the home at all

2 Work part-time until I have a child

3 Work full-time until I have a child

4 Work part-time even after I have children

5 Work full-time even after I have children

BOYS ONLY ANSWER THIS OUESTION!

B-1 (a) If you get married, (b) If you get married,

would yodwant your do you think (ex-

wife to work outside pect) your wife will

the home? (Circle work outside the

one number.) home? (Circle one

number.)
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Want Expect

1 Not work outside the home at all 1

2 Work part-time until we have a child 2

3 Work full-time until we have a child 3

4 Work part-time even after we

children

have 4

5 Work full-time even after we have 5

children

Controls: Sex and Place of Residence

2. Sex (Circle one number: 1 Male 2 Female

4. Where have you lived most of your life?

(Circle one number):

1 City (over 2,500)

2 Town or village (under 2,500)

3 In the country, but not on a farm

4 On a farm
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